: '“_i;Little Rock, Arkansas 72205

" these species priof to the opening of hunting season in 1987, ATSDR also

el JE L L

Séott t. Valch:“i[fi’
Wetlands Coordinator. I
Arkanses Games & Fish’ Commissinn e i
2 Natural Resource Dpfve ™+ *.&: %

Tem g ¥ ,- yer L I bl Y
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Dear Scott' o

. On November 12 1986 at the request nf the Environmental Protectlon_ &
 Agency (EPA) and the Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry~».f B
(ATSDR) we provided recommendations concerning potentially contaminated :
waterfowl in the Bayou Meto area.,” These recommendations were based on¥

reparts prepared by €PA, the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission and our™ “vh L® g
meeting of October 30, 1986 at which we discussed these reports. These _}§~? ’

recannendations were provided to you on Decembar 13, 1936 e s s

E - BN R TR

; Among the recommendations made by the ATSDQ was that additional test1ng
be conducted on edible portions of wood ducks and other waterfowl species
that may reside in the area of concern as well as determining the extent

of contamination in the local wooa ducks, other waterfowl species and . ST T

other game animals that may be consumed by humans. ATSDR aTso recammended‘“ )
tnat 1samer-specific analyses of these organisms be conducted 2

e ok ot e --." i,

* R A T T Yo Sy Tati T g o
| have discussed this recommended additiona1 sampling with ATSDR and i3
* they feel that it is appropriate to sample “other® waterfow] during the or S

“current migratory season. This will ensure that data are available on'*:

recommended that {ou wait until the 1987 wood duck nesting seasons to -
collect additional wood duck samp]es ‘this would better enable us to i

2 nesting season. u< 43‘_ ”_.m_ Jé.‘ﬂ___

In any uaterfowi sampltng episodes each sample shouid be div1ded {nto-
three parts-edible portion, .viscera, and other non-edible ‘portion’ (head,

skin, feathers, etc,). Samples colTected during this migratory season -
can be frozen until 2all samples are collected. This way, all samples can
- be shipped at the same time and we uili know exactly how many samples to
allocate lab space for. o i *fis MR Sy T : T AN

P
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Based on my conversations with ATSDR, I be]ieve that approx1mate1y 30

ducks (90 total samples) would be an appropriate sample size, Approximately
5 of these should be controls from the White River Natural Wildlife Refuge
{or vicinity) and the remainder should be from the Bayou Heto area at

points approximately 10 and 30 miles downstream from the confluence of

Rocky Branch Creek and Bayou Meto. These locations will relate approximately
to locations of wood duck samples taken in June and July 1985,

- A O A
9422811




As you meritioned in your October 31, 1986 letter concerning the Bayou
Meto wood duck situation, there 1is probably 1ittle chance of "other"
waterfow! being contaminated with dioxin; however, as I mentioned earlier,
I believe that this “other” duck sampling should be completed this
migratory season with wood duck samples being collected during the 1987
‘breedmg season_. sO that this mfp_miatiun can_ be ‘made avaﬂab]e to the‘

.3:"1“.;? p

i e T ; v‘.:‘j % :.-‘f.. s
I'uﬂ] contact you 1ater %o discuss otﬁer detafls Such as 1ab space;
shipping.of sampﬂes.vetc. In"the™ meantime. if you have any questions

p1eaSe contact Be- (214} ?67 9092..

é—..u-\,

Dr. Tom HcCheanyﬁﬁg‘f;‘ R

Arkansas Department of Hea]th_
/"r L ,_4.&#7 -"‘ Y _’" ‘\-

Carl Hickam ™ - -

ATSDR—?x ST

L T T L oL L ST

Steve Forsythe
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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REGION 6

«©

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2733

MAY %9 1880

Mr. Edwin K. Gray

Chief, Emergency Response and Consultation Branch
DHAC/ATSDR

Executive Park

1600 Clifton Road, N.E. - Mail Stop E 32 .
Atlanta, Georgia 30333 e

Dear Mr. Gray:

This letter is a follow-up to our May 3, 1990, meeting in Atlanta with your
staff regarding the Vertacsy Jacksonville Landfill and Rogers Road Landfill
Superfund sites, all located in Jacksonville, Arkansas., During this meet-
ing, we discussed the remedial plans for these Superfund sites and we
appreciate the input from your staff, Based upon the favorabhle reception
our proposed remedies received from your staff, we presume that the follow-
ing cleanup strategies for these sites are considered protective of human
health hy the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR). If
you disagree, please let us know before June 8, 1990.

VERTAC SITE

He propose to remediate the Vertac offsite areas as follows:

Sewer Lines and Manholes:

Approximately 10,350 feet of active interceptor, 4350 feet of ahandoned
(since 1978} interceptor and several manholes contain 2,3,7,8 tetra-
chlorodibenzo-p~dioxin (TCDD) contaminated sediments. These lines are
buried 5 to 15 feet deep and follow Rocky Branch Creek in an undeveloped
residentially-zoned area, Sampling conducted in 1984 showed that

2,3,7,8 TCDD contamination in abandoned and active interceptor sediments
were as high as 70.5 ppb and greater than 200 ppb, respectively. The
proposed remedy calls for removing the sediments from the active interceptor
and manholes by hydraulic flushing, followed by remote TV camera inspection

" to assure that all sediments have been removed., Sediments would be

dewatered and incinerated. A pipe liner would be installed in the active
interceptor to improve structural stability and to avoid possible recon-
tamination by inflow. The abandoned interceptor would be filled with grout

to immobilize any contaminated sediments and to prevent flow into and out of

the line.

% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PRGCTECTION AGENCY
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Abandoned Trickling Filter Plant:

The trickling filter plant consists of two primary clarifiers, two
trickling filters, two secondary clarifiers, an anaerohic sludge digester
and sludge drying beds. The plant is located in an area zoned for
industrial uses. 2,3,7,8 TCDD concentrations in the primary clarifier,
sludge drying beds and sludge digester are 1.6 ppb, 2.3 ppb, and 12.4 ppb,
respectively. WNo data are available for the trickling filters or the
secondary clarifiers. However, since the primary clarifiers contain only
1.6 ppb, EPA is confident that the trickling filters and secondary clari-
fiers contain less than 1.6 ppb. The proposed remedy calls for treating
the accumulated water in these units in activated carbon columns prior to
discharge and incinerating the spent carbon and filter spools. The
digester sludge (approximately 900 cubic yards) will also be incinerated,
A1l the units in the trickling filter plant (such as clarifiers, digester,
etc.) would then be demolished and the debris covered with a foot of clean
soil. The sludge drying beds (approximately 0.5 acres) would also be
covered with a foot of clean soil. This abandoned trickling filter plant
will continue to be fenced and access restricted.

Active West Wastewater Treatment Plant:

This plant consists of a 3-acre aeration basin and two 22-acre oxidation
ponds.- The majority of the plant 1ies in an industrial area, but the
westernmost portion of the oxidation ponds 1ie in a residentially zoned
area. Measured 2,3,7,8 TCDD concentrations in the sediments of the aeration
hasin, the north oxidation pond and the south oxidation pond (the final
treatment unit) are 2.8 ppb, 0.97 ppb, and less than 0.3 ppb, respectively.
The proposed remedy calls for dewatering the aeration hasin, treating the
water with activated carbon prior to discharge, demolishing the dikes of the
aeration basin and covering the basin with a foot of clean soil. The
oxidation ponds would likely be used for storage and release of effluent
from the Vertac leachate collection and treatment (activated carbon) system.
This wastewater treatment plant will continue to be fenced and access
restricted. )

Rocky Branch Creek and Bayou Meto Flood Plain:

Soil containing greater than 1 pph TCDD from residential yards has already
been excavated and stored on site. The disposition of this soil will be
addressed in the ongoing on site remedial investigation/feasibility study.

Soil in the undeveloped residentially-zoned floodplain above the confluence

of the east and west legs of Rocky Branch Creek contain up to 8 ppbh 2,3,7,8
TCOD, with the majority of soil containing less than 5 ppb. In the Bayou Meto
flood plain, fine grid sampling conducted in 1988 at areas where earlier '
(1984) sampling had shown 2,3,7,8 TCOD above 1 ppb showed 2,3,7,8 TCDD to bhe
less than 0.3 ppb., The proposed remedy calls for excavating floodplain soil
that contains greater than 1 ppb TCDD in undeveloped residentially-zoned areas
and hauling it back to the Vertac site for ultimate disposal. Since the fine
grid sampling indicates that the Bayou Meto floodplains contain Tess than

1 ppb 2,3,7,8 TCBD, these soils will remain in-place.
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Rocky Branch Creek and Bayou Meto Sediments:

The 1987 and 1988 sediment sampling in Rocky Branch (7 locations) and Bayou
Meto (11 locations) show 2,3,7,8 TCDD concentrations to be as high as 2.3 ppb,
in the Creek, and as high as 1,03 ppb, in the Bayou. Through numerous dis-
cussions hetween EPA Region 6 staff and your staff, it has been agreed that
these sediment concentrations do not pose a significant threat to human
health. Therefore, the .proposed remedy calls for these sediments to remain
in place, However, a fishing ban will be maintained as long as fish tissue
dioxin concentrations are above the Food and Drug Administration alert level,

JACKSORVILLE AND ROGERS ROAD LANDFILLS

These two inactive waste dumps canta1n approximately 5000 cuhic yards of
waste with concentrations of 2,3,7,8 TCDD less than 200 ppb. Both bhelong to
the City of Jacksonville and are fenced. The cleanup objective we proposed
for these sites is to excavate all material with dioxin concentrations above
10 ppb for treatment (dioxins to he destroyed to levels below 1 ppb). In
addition, residual contamination exceeding 1 ppb will be capped by a foot

or more of clean fill, The fence will be maintained by the City, and deeds
will be noticed that the sites are considered unacceptable by EPA for resi-
dential use. ATSDR and CDC staff indicated agreement with these cleanup
objectives. In addition, the 200 ppb existing concentrations were not deemed
an imminent threat to health as long as the fence was intact.

If you have any questions or concerns on the proposed remedies at these
Superfund sites, please write to me at the ahove address or telephone me at

(214) 655-6725 (FTS 255-6725).

Sincerely,. ;

Sam Becker
Chief, Superfund Enforcement Branch (6H-E)

cc: LCarl Hickam, ATSDR, Dallas



%94 oF 1505

7
0 Sty
S e

i
3

“H

am UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
% g

REGION VI
1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
DALLAS, TEXAS 75202

DRAFT MEMORANDUM

BUBJECT: Sediment Dioxin Levels of Concexrn for Vertac Offsite

FROM: Fred Reitman, Ph.D.
Toxicologist, Superfund Enforcement Sectidn (6H-EE)

TO: Addressees

As we agreed in our conference call last week, this draft
memorandum is being forwarded to you for review and comment. It

is written as a memo fram»mysel,f..ta_,the:..Remed:Lal “Project..-Managery

(Kate Arthur) formiﬁc'o“rp’b‘ratlﬂnmintowthe-_Adm:md.stratlve”"ﬂecord 7

g - e 4&3....5. \_-..A“ et nlins

"'F’ee]_wfree‘ ;to suggest‘?‘any chan_ges A i A B

Recent sampling data indicate that sediments in and along the
West Leg of Rocky Branch Creek near the Vertac NPL site are
contaminated with 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (dioxin}.
This memorandum is intended to assist in the determination of
appropriate dioxin levels of concern for these sediments.

As you are aware, 1 pPpb dloxln in__soils has been“'“‘employed
'xpreVJ.ousl'y“‘"By EPATTAsTan snzction- llevs_-l"' for remedl.atlon. TTHiS
vallle was derived—fron Kimbrough et al. {1984) TTWhich deséribed 1
ppb as "...a reasonable level at which to begin consideration of

action to 1limit human exposure to contaminated soil."™ It is

‘\

thaneﬁore,hpest viewed as a level of concern_.as_opposed__to =

=

"action  level, as the “lattsr—teérm - implies 1 ppb should be

interpreted-—as.wrepresentlng,_a_f.me %J.ne between._.safe and unsafe

evels, and further suggests a Thedessity for dichotomous choices

‘to~be made with little regard for pertinent site-specific
information. ,.The 1.pph_level was not intended_to be 1nterpreted

2F, app,lled “in t‘hg’se‘—m*a,nn_grs. R‘athgr, the assump__;o“ns arn:l=

uncez;taIn‘t‘x.es*‘unde;;IY_,_g’";ts deve 1dpment ne‘“‘d t“o be understood
and.,.,corﬁ_pa‘re‘ﬁ t"é‘.;.‘:slte..,specnflc 01rcumstances. In "“adltion'.:""the
1exre1‘“s‘nould“ 1so"—"b“"“‘éva1uated“—in*th‘e“‘ccmtext of“mox,e recent

‘llu-—-

C~sc~1ent‘:j:f~]:e*—1nfo‘rmation“devel’oped“'subseglrent'“to publ”f”a tion “5f~the

‘F"'-"-—-;

“Kimbrough-et-ali (1084 articlas n- e

'M:mm\}lifww;m\mmﬁm‘v

The 1-ppb level was based on a cancer risk assessment which
....1‘...2 -\v..-'-f& Ty gzt uw

incorporated numerous conservatiVe* dRpdsure~~and~"toxicity

assumptions. Promlnentv,amcmg_‘,thesa were assumptlons of dally

s

W — ad - t=
ncontact with contfam;,ha,‘ted“so.ll“s by,_,young""chlldrefn and_that at_yound

e L

g R
chrldrenﬂ-exhlb‘rt‘lng —pica ?}Lav1qr_,1ngeﬁt l,gﬂ_gxams of soil  per
‘;‘E‘,Y o T e e WO —a SSUMP L LOAS | “wdrove" the Tisk assessment
Erk ey
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(Kimbrough, personal communication). It is therefore critical
that these particular assumptions be evaluated in the context of
site—specific/more recent information.

"backyardw- 50113 whz.gh wouldL be_._readllyg_gpgﬂ_e_§51ble to__zy;grgn_

_unsupervlsedmchlldren. In contrast, the affected Rocky Branch
Creek sediments are not as readily accessible, and may be
essentially inaccessible to very young children. In addition, the
assumption of ;O_g{ams/dage301l 1ngest10n=ha§“§1nce becomg v;gyed
as overly;conserﬁative, 1 gY¥am/day - is" “v ~°wed a8, a "reasonable
worst-casen- assumptlon‘de#5011w1ngestlon”by young “ehildrens~1In
other words, both of the critical assumptions supporting 1 ppb as
a level of concern appear overly conservative for application to

site-specific exposure scenarios involving Rocky Branch Creek
sedlments. e i B D e P 3 S T D

,c_.,“ SN Eeyou-Ate
Another pertinent assumption in Kimbrough et al. (1984) involves
the distribution of dioxin in the contaminated areas. More
specifically, the .1..ppb._designation was predicated on the
assunptlonhxhapﬂloq% of t the affected 50115 afe contamlnateq;pt

‘b‘e"a"k”'levels i.e., NI foh ~distribution of 1o PPb ~dioxin
'throughout the area of potential soil contact). ,Axallable

lnformataqnmforeRocky BranchWCreek .sediments do.. notwsﬁﬁﬁﬁgg the
valldltyaoﬁesuchwan assumptlon 1n thls 1nstance¢:Rather dﬁgxln
appearsmﬁﬁifbewiﬁterspersed which should ~le&sén
d?ox}nxexposures and corresponﬁlng rlsks. e e
S R R R B S TR ST IIITUS T
A final factor for conslderatlon concerns EPA cancer potency
(352/ estimates for dioxin. EPA recently proposed to reduce the current
potency estimate (0.006-.pg/kg. body; weight/day associated with
upper-bounwﬂilfetimewcancennglsk“pf-;E 6,_EEKT"1985f“by‘about
J¢ Q} q;;;een-folﬁ.{gg&xfisaag While this proposal has g generated -some
I' controversy, it indicates that the current potency estimate is
! viewed as overly conservative within the Agency.

TMS Analytical Services provided dioxin estimates for eleven
(composite) creek sediment samples on 9/29/88. Dioxin
concentrations in these eleven samples reportedly ranged from
-0.87=2.30..ppb; concentrations in eight of the eleven samples were
Lbetweeﬁ' lhoqu .00 _ppb. Based on evaluation of the supporting
QA/QC data, the analytical precision for each sample appears to
be within approximately +10%, This means it is unlikely that any
of these concentrations could have been underestimated by
significantly more than 0.1 to 0.2 ppb. The sediment
concentrations may therefore be reasonably assumed to range from
1-3 ppb.
(s A g
The recommendation of 1 ppb as a level of concern was qualified
with, "Thewappraprlate degree of concern for which management
dec;g;ons"arenmade should. con51der Lan. evaluation of thqrspecf?lc
c;ggymstances-uat each contamlnated sifET“ (Kimﬁrough et ale;
1984). Given the ConServative assumptlons underlylng the 1 ppb
level of concern, evaluation of these assumptions in the context
of site-specific exposure scenarios applicable to Rocky Branch
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Creek sediments, and the proposal to reduce the EPA dioxin cancer
potency estimate by sixteen-fold, thaﬂreported %ﬁ; ppb_.dioxin
levelsmanﬂﬁockvaranch C:eekwsedlmentaﬂao nofﬁ@eemﬂto pose an

unacceptthg hea;ﬁhmthreéﬁ: Adherence to the 1 ppb action fevel
T this ¢ase would therefore be a risk management decision based
on considerations other than protectiveness of human health.

REFERENCES
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implications of 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzodioxin {TCDD)
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dibenzo-p-dioxins. Office of Health and Environmental Assessment,
Washington, D.C. EPA/600/8-84/014F. NTIS PB86-122546/AS

U.S. EPA (1988). Draft updated assessments for 2,3,7,8~
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Addressees: Renate Kimbrough
EPA, Office of the Administrator (A-101)

Mark McClanahan
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry

Larry Needham
Centers for Disease Control

Deborah Swichkow
EPA, Office of Waste Programs Enforcement (0S-510)
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* A & § UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION (AGEX|CY
. REGION 6 -
i 1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
1 prore DALLAS, TX 75202-2733

December 1, 1995

Mr. Masoud Arjmandi

Arkansas Department of

Pollution Control and Ecology
8001 National Drive

P.0O. Box 8913 .
Little Rock, Arkansas 72219-8913 -

Subject: Request for Comments on the Vertac Superfund Site,
Operable Uanit ROD

Dear Mr. Arjmandi 2

Please find enclosed the Draft Operable Unit 2 Record of
Decision for the Vertac Superfund Site. We would appreciate
ADPC&E's review and comments on the draft ROD as quickly as
possible., EPA would like to finalize the ROD and hold an open
house in Jacksonville to discuss the Remedy by December 20th.

'ucerﬁ

Ne

Richard ENrharc
Remedial Project Manager

£32 06 1995

=+ 9 Lo
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2 £ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
2\ 5 REGION 6
A & 1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
¢ ppgteS DALLAS, TX 75202-2733
DEC 19 199§

Mr. George Pettigrew

Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry .

1445 Ross Ave.

Dallas, Texas 75202

Dear Mr. Pettigrew:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 6 is
requesting that the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry review EPA's draft Record of Decision (ROD) for Operable

Unit 2 Media (Soils} at the Vertac Superfund Site, Jacksonville,

Arkansas ("site").

In July of this year, your Atlanta office provided comments
on EPA's proposed plan for the OU2 media, and emphasized that a
S ppb not-to-exceed action level for dioxin would be protective
of human health for a commercial/industrial re-use scenario for
the site. Since that time, EPA has made several changes to the
draft ROD, specifically in regard to the future land use scenario
for the southern 100 acres of the site. Access to the southern
10C acres of the site will now be restricted to on-site workers
which will be required to follow an approved health and safety
plan during their daily site activities, and as such, dioxin
centaminated soils that were origionally proposed to be
landfilled will now be capped in place. We request that you
evaluate whether capping dioxin contaminated soils between 5 ppb
and 1,000 ppb, under the new restricted access land use scenario,
would be protective of human health.

Please find enclosed a copy of the draft ROD for 0U2 and a
copy of EPA‘s risk assessment for on-site soils. If you need any
additional information, you may contact Rick Ehrhart of my staff
at (214) 665-6765.

Sincerely yours,

AR/OX/TX Branch
Superfund Division

Enclosures (2)

cc: Massoud Arjmandi, ADPC&E

Hu:yclud.l_ﬁgcyclahln  Printad with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recydied Paper (40% Postconsumer)
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
: REGION I
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DIVISION
60 Westview Btreet, Lexington, Massachusetts 02173=3185

'17P4fa

July 19, 1995

Request for Written Health Consultation
Former Three-C Electrical Company Site

Dean Tagliaferro, On-Scene CoordinatoréQ;;ﬁf]Zi Zﬁafwaae..,_

Emergency Planning and Response Branch

Louisf llouse, Regional Representative
ATSDR "

This memo is to request ATSDR to provide a written health
consultation as whether_or the levels of PCBs present in surface
soils at the Former ThreeN\C Flectrical Company Site represent a
health threat. ‘

. Physiecal Location and 8ite Characteristics

The Site consists of two properties, 280 Pleasant Street and an .
adjacent 8,235 square foot portion of 320 Pleasant Street; both
of which are located on Pleasant Street in a mixed commercial/
residential area of Ashland, Massachusetts.

The sSite is bordercd to the north by Pleasant Street, across from
which are residential properties; to the south by Conrail
railroad tracks; to the west by the Framingham Excavation Company
and a private residence; and to the east by a vacant lot. The
Sudbury River is approximately 500 feet to the ncrth of the Site,
and the Nyanza Superfund Site is directly south beyond the
railroad tracks.

The 280 Pleasant Street portion of the Site encompasses
approximately 1:8 acres and contains a two-story brick building
with a one story attached storage annex. The lot is relatively
flat and contains a paved parking arca, a fenced-in playground
area, and an a partially fenced dirt/gravel covered area. The
Site extends west of the fenced-in playground and dirt/gravel
area of 280 Pleasant Street and includes an approximately 8,235
square foot lot owned by Framingham Excavation. There are
storage trailers, constructicn equipment and miscellaneous debris
staged on the portion of the Site owned by Framingham Excavation.

Site History o R

In 1976, the Three-C Realty Trust purchased the Site property
trom General RElectric. In 1980, Jeffrey -and Robert Hass
purchased the property from Threc=C Realty Trust. The Three-C
Electrical Company ("Three-C") remained as a tenant on the
property until 1982. In 1984, Latter Rain Christian Fellowship



ATSDR
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rented space from the Hass brothers and in October 19951, Latter
Rain bought the property at auction during foreclosure
proceedings against Hass. The Hass brothers operated a general
contracting business at the Site.

In 1992, Latter Rain sold a portion of the property covering
approximately 8,235 square feet to Framingham Excavation. Latter
Rain is the current owner and only occupant of the portion of the
Site located at 280 Pleasant Street. Latter Rain currently
operates a non-denominational church, school and day care center
at the site. Framingham Excavation is the current owner of the
remainder of the Slte and operates a constructlon company at this
property.

Three-C specialized in the repair, maintenance and installation
of high voltage equipment. These operations were performed at
Thres~C’s customers’ locations. As part of their operations at
280 Pleasant Street, Three-C stored 11qu1d waste whlch contained
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) o0il.

In 1982, Three-C moved thelr operations from 280 Pleasant Street
to 190 Pleasant Street. 1In 1983, a former Three-C employee
alleged that in 1991, PCB-contaminated o¢il was spllled at the 280
Pleasant Street location. The Massachucetts Department of

- Environmental Protection (DEP) investigated the complaint and

ccllected a sample from a stained areca. The sample indicated the
presence of PCBs at a concentration greater than 50 parts per
million (ppm}. 'The Massachusetts DEP directed Three-C to cleanup
up the spill. Three-C denied .involvement of the spill, however,
Three-C agreed to finance the cleanup (Three-C and Hass split the
cost of this action). Three-C removed approximately 1.25 tons of
soil and disposed of the soil at a licensed disposal facility.
Pollowlng the soil removal, the-Massachusetts DEP collected one
soil sample which contained 7.8 ppm PCBs. In 1985, the
Massachusetts DEP concluded that the PCB-contaminated soil was
iemogcd and the amount of PCBs remaining were below hazardous
evels.

sampling Events
EPA has conducted three separate sampling events at the Site.

The first sampling event was performed by CDM in August of 1994.
All samples were collected at a -depth of zero tc one foot.
Attached are the results for PCB analysis and a site sketch.
Please note that the area with the highest levels of PCBs is the
playground for the children in the day care center,

The second sampling cvent was performed in January, 1995,
Samples’ were collected from approximately zero to one foot in
depth.' Attached are the results for PCB analysis and site
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—“sketches. Please note that the area with the highest levels of
PCBs is the playground for the children in the day care center.

The third sampling event was performed in May and June 1995 and

included‘collccting samples form 2ero to one foot in depth, one

to two feet in depth and two to three feet in depth. Attached

are the results for PCB analysis and site sketches. -
Please respond by July-2], 1995 if possible.

If you have any questions, please call me at (617) 860-4625.

Attachments
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PCB .results from samples collectd in Audust 1994

Location Concentration
58-02 3.1 ppm
SS-03 4.9 ppm
S5-04 29.0 ppm
85-065 130.0 ppm
S5-06 45.0 ppm
88-07 ~ 28.0 ppm
8S-08 19.0 ppm
55-09 1.4 ppm
55-10 4.9 ppm

: S5-11 2.0 ppm
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TABLE 1
Polychlorinated Biphenyls Screering Summary
_Region I Technical Assitance Team

Three~C Electrical Site Investigation
Ashland, MA
5 January 1992
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[nstrument: Thermo Electron Model 621A Portable Gas Chromatograply/Electron Capture Detector.
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U ~ The matenal wasanalyzed (or but not detected.
J — Da1a have been generated using a field screening method. Analytes are tentatively identified 9
and concentrations are cstimales due to Quality Control crilena.
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Table 1

Three C Electrical Site
Ashland, Massachusetts

- TUL. 19785

GC/ECD Screening Results

o 165 |
0.5U
0250 Refusal ot 18°
025U Rcfusal ar 187 -
. 0.5U Refusal wt12* |
0.5* Refusal ar 12" ]
_osu Refusal a1 12°
0.5U e - |
a.sty -
05U == g
5 1.0 iz B
05U R
0.5U -—-
4.0 - Refusal at §Q°
20 B e
05U —_———
0.5U e
40 e M
05U Refusal ar 14
9.0 . ——
asy Refinal a1 22°
11.0 Relusal ut 15
14.0 m=m
.30 - oz
41 ] 0.5U et
A+ 180 -1 138.0 e
A+80 | 12 N I
" A+ 180 -3 A0 _—
' B+ b0 - 12° 05U -
__ b | - v.zsu Refusal at 14%
B 15 L S X 0.5U i
Beas fooaeaw ..05U Refusatat 1R*
[ __B1 30, o1 0.5U =l
B 130 127 Jg" 0,5U Refusatac16”
L 032" 0.5U .. Relwsalary2®
B4 60 o 12° 0.6 Reflusal ur 12"
B+ 1S 0'-12" (.5 Refusal a 12°
B B LR N 1 03 s i =
B 9n 12°-)8 0.5U Relysalal 18 |
U+ 98 -1 05U b ms=
B+ 98 I'=2' 0.5U _—
|___ LEIE ST - 0.5U - n
e 1108 w1 0.75 s T .
S Bees 4 p-2 osu ==
N+ 108 2o 3 osu T =
_ R+ 120 o= 2.0 it s
s _Bri20 ) V-7 a.51 o

NOTES: Resultsare reporicd on a wet Weight hasis.

U = Resultis below instrunent’s detection limir.

* = Avochilor 1254 quantificd at 0.6 ppin fur A+ 35(0°-12")

12:2£9

NU .vuv

| S



ATSDR

ID:

/9V 8F [9UD
Table 1 (continued)

Three C Clectrical Site
Ashland, Massachusetts

TUL 19°95

GC/ECD Screening Results

% ,4:,.:.:;. .REiﬂ'L'fS’{ﬁ‘ﬁB i -:.;.:.n..m
| S Arichior 1260 e R
0.5U —-—=
W13s | o-1 30 ] ——a
B+ 135 12°= 16° 11.0 Refusnl at 16°
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wiaw |1z 0sU —
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D+ 165 -1 ~400 * | —— J
D+ 165 -2 25U ===
B+ 165 -3 0.75 § =
B+ 180 0=-1 59.0 e
B | 1oz 90 ——m ]
D+ 180 24"-26" 30 Refusal a 260 o
¢4 -1 05U i y
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C+ 15 - 10" n.su Refvisal an 13" T
G4 30 0. 5 050 et
C+ 30 12*- 16* 130 Nefusal at 16
C+ 45 Q-1 0.5V T
C+ 45 12— 14" 6.0 Relugal ar 14"
C+ 60 e 0su ety _‘—_—
C+75 -G 025U ==
C+ 75 12%. )5° 0.25U Rcfus-d 15"
C+ 60 - 15" o.su Refusalac1§”
1 S0 | L B 05U S
G490 127 20" 05U Jlefusal ag 207
€199 e ! .51 = )
C+99 12"- 20° 0.5U Relusal a120” _:-
Lges [ o-v | esu o |
C+ 108 12°= 207 asu —
C+ 120 -1 0.5U -——- =
1120 1% 27 2.I‘J_
C+ 120 2. 7 05U -———
G 13s o-1 10 —el |
G135 -2 osu | e ]
[_ G135 -7 05U —_— B
G150 Sk - S, (SR
G 150 1'=2 osu .
_ G150 24"=206" 05U Refusal ul 26"
(_‘d- _l§5 8'—;1“ W 075 o
[ cates | ez esv o) - 7T
NQOTES: Results arc reported on o wel weipht busis.

U ~ Result is below insirunient’s delection limit,
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Table 1 (continued)

Thiec C Eléctrical Site
Ashland, Massachusetts
GC/ECD Screening Results

UL 19

"95

NOTES: Resultsare r:pur-l;',;] on i wet weight basis,

U = Result is below incteitment’s deteetion linit.

RESULTS () 157 5% e
S¥TAY I RHEHIOT 1260 5 | COMMEN TS ok
_C-+ 165 3 3 A 0. g
_ C+180 -3 380 -
C+ 180 1 2 40 -
G 180 -3 05U ———
11 (0 o--1 _0bsu iy
D4 00 127147 05U Refusid at 147
_D#1s | o-r 0.5V T i
| D+1S 12*-16" 1.0 i KRefusal ac 16"
piso | '. o= 0.5U L
1430 12"- lli' 0.5U Refusal at 147 ]
D+as | * o1 05U ——
paas | az-ao vsu Refusal 1 20° :
L r-§ ahr, 3o, SRR
D+ 60 12 15* 025U Refusal at 15 ‘
D+ 75 or-12" 075 L
_D+75 1216 0.5U ) Rcfumla.u. 16"
D+ 90 =12t 59 =i
1490 12"—-24" ' -D‘S ' efugal at 257 7
XX+4 90 712 7100 — X
XX 90 12°- 24" 2698 =
. XX+90 24736 110.6[-2 ! =
XX+ 108 8'-12. 1500 “Refosalat 12
XX 120 8- 12" 6.0 -
XX+ 120 127-26 | as —
XXt 120 24" 36" 025y i
xxi35 | g2 o0 | e
XX+136 | w-ze | oasu =
UXK+135 | 2436 025U  e= i
XX+150 [ 9-12 35 e
XX+ 150 12°=2¢" 025U -—=
XX+150 | 24736 025U e |
| Yy T2 2005 o
YY 90 -2 | 30 . ===
YY+ YU 24%36 I L T —-———
YY+ 105 7122 | oy e

J = Estiymaiend rosult is less than the quantiation limit.

E = Estimared result, excceding the calibration range.
* = Arochlor 1254 quantified at 1.0 ppm for 1D+ 60(0"-K") &
Arochlar 1254 quantificd a1 4.6 ppin for D+ 20 (0"-127).
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Table 1 (continucd)

Three C Electrica) Site
Ashland, Massachusetts

UL 19°'85

GC/ECD Screening Results

| RESUETS (ppiny |-
1 DEPT o | S Aroehigr 300
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NOTES: Results are reparted on b wet weigh basis.
* - Arochlor 1254 qunntified wt 11.0 ppm for ZZ+ 175 (23°—29)
1J = Result is below Instrument’s detection limit.
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Table 1 (continued)

Three C Electrical Site
Ashland, Massachusetts

TUL 19795

GC/ECD Screening Results

HON-1 T DEPTI A CoATChlor 1250--; “’“(.or.iMFH"{s ]
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U = Result is below instrument’s detection limit.
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iﬂM% UNITED"STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PHOTECTION AGENCY<"
REGION 6
1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
CALLAS. TEXAS 75202-2733
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July 3, 1991

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Comments on the Draft Health Assessment Addendum - Vertac
Chemical Corporation, Jacksonville, Arkansas

FROM: Allyn M. Davis Oh%bm

Director
Hazardous Waste Management Division (6H)

TO: Carl R. Hickam . '
Senior Regional Representative
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry

The Environmental Protection Agency .(EPA) appreciates the
opportunity to review the Draft Health Assessment Addendum for the
Vertac Incineration project, dated May 22, 1991. After completing
our review of the Addendum, we were disturbed that this document
contains an engineering evaluation of the incinerator and its
operating systems. EPA has serious concerns over the Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) performing
engineering evaluations, which traditionally has been EPA's role
in the remediation of hazardous waste sites.

While revising the Addendum to include some of our Health
Assessment, EPA strongly urges ATSDR to review the results of the
first trial burn, as well as the results of 102 days of ambient air
monitoring from the shakedown period and the trial burn. Review
of the second trial burn plan should also prove valuable in

clarlfylng many of the issues raised about the operatlon of the
incinerator.

It may also be useful for ATSDR to review the transcripts from the
recent District Federal. Court hearing held in Little Rock during
June, concerning the National Toxics Campaign's motion for a
preliminary injunction on the proposed 2nd trial burn.
Specifically, we recommend that the testimony of Dr. Gregory
Holton, a risk expert who has conducted risk assessments for over
35 incinerator sites around the country, and the testimony of

Dr. Henxry F. Simmons, Ph.D. toxicologist and Director of Toxicology
at the University of Arkansas Medical Science Hospital, be reviewed
in detail. Drs. Holton and Simmons analyzed the data from the
first trial burn and the data collected during the ambient air
monitoring program, to assess if there were any significant health
risks associated with the trial burn and the incineration of the
28,000 drums. Their analyses showed that the excess cancer risk
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from-dioxin during the 360 hours for the second tri%'*burn“would
be no more than 1.1 x 107, and no more than 2.3 x 10" -for burning
the 28,000 drums over a year long period. Risk calculations were
also made from the ambient air data collected during the first
trial burn. Using this @ata a 7.3 x 10" risk of excess cancers was
calculated. As you know, these risk estimates are far lower than
the 1 x 10 to 1 x 10° risk range considered acceptable with
Federal Requlations. y

In summary, EPA recommends that the Draft Health Assessment
Addendum be revised to reflect our concerns. Specifically, the
Addendum should more appropriately reflect the potential for health
effects on the nearby community based on actual emissions data
generated from the facility, rather than simply be an evaluation
of the design of the incinerator and its operational systems. Even
so, we offer the following comments on the Addendum as it is
currently written. ' '

EPA agrees that a meeting between ATSDR and EPA would be beneficial
before the Addendum to the Vertac Health Assessment is finalized.
My staff will be contacting you shortly to set up a mutually
acceptable time. If you have any questions or comments, please do
not hesitate to contact me or Rick Ehrhart of my staff at 655-
6582. :

Attachments

cc: Mr. Harvey W. Rogers
ATSDR, Atlanta CGA
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EPA Comments on ATSDR Draft Health Assessment
Addendum for Vertac Site, dated May 22, 1991

: Page 5, Paragraph 3;

Comnment: Incinerator burnlng eff1c1ency data has not been
presented for ATSDR review.

Response: The results of the first trial burn have become
final since ATSDR requested and reviewed information for the
development of this addendum. The data presented in the trial
burn report should allow ATSDR to more fully characterize the
burning efficiency of thé incinerator. Strip logs were also
recorded during the incineration for Continuous Emissions
Monitoring (CEM) parameters. These operational logs are
available and should be useful in evaluating the operating
efficiency of .the incinerator.

2. Page 7, Paragraph 1;

Comment: Combustion efficiency is generally considered a
conservative indicator of waste destruction efficiency. As -
carbon monoxide increases and carbon dioxide decreases,
combustion efficiency decreases. However, a decrease 1in
combustion efficiency is not always accompanied by a rise in
emissions of unburned hydrocarbons. Therefore, measuring
total hydrocarbons in the stack may be beneficial in assessing
combustion efficiency.

Response: EPA agrees that monitoring CO in the stack gas is
a much more conservative and sensitive estimate of combustion
efficiency than that of measuring unburned hydrocarbons.
While €O will continue to be used to monitor combustion
efficiency, the Vertac Site Contractors (VSC) have decided to
also monitor total hydrocarbons in the stack. Typically, CO
control levels for incinerators (i.e., the level at which
automatic waste feed shut offs (AWFSOs) occur) are set at
around 100 ppm. The Arkansas Department of Pollution Control
and Ecology (ADPC&E) and VSC have set this parameter for the
Vertac incinerator at 50 ppm to further assure that complete
combustion is occurring. Operational data from the
incinerator shows that the average CO 1level 1n the stack
gasses is around 10 ppm, or less.

5 48 Page 7, Paragraph 2;

Comment: -The ATSDR will be interested in the results of the™=
trial burns conducted for the Vertac incinerator. As ATSDR
understands, the first trial burn was not successful due to
unforeseen waste feed difficulties, and sample and analysis
quality assurance problems. Neither of these difficulties
indicate poor combustion system performance; however, they
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preclude reliable calculation'-—of- destruction removal
efficiency (DRE).

Response: ATSDR is‘welcome to review the results of the first
trial burn and also the second trial burn plan. These reports
document the changes that have been made to the incinerator
waste feed system as well. as the quality assurance procedures
for data collection. The final results of the first trial
burn, which were not available at the time of the ATSDR
review, showed that a six-nines DRE was achieved for dioxin
for two out of three runs. The DRE for dioxin for the third
run was inconclusive due to problems with analytical
procedures. The State and EPA believe that six-nines were
achieved for all three runs. However, a second trial burn
will be necessary for validation. :

Page 9, Paragraph 2;

Comm : Through actual trial burn experience and research,

the EPA has concluded that when the required Principal Organlc
Hazardous: Constituents (POHC) DREs are met, the concurrent
emission of Products of Incomplete Combustlon (PICs) are at
levels so low as to not present a public health hazard.
Although the ATSDR has not seen any data that would contradict
this conclusion, it should be noted that the data base leading
to this conclusion is limited. ATSDR recommends that PIC data
associated with trial burns continue to be compiled and
examined with respect to potential human health effects so
that additional confidence can be established.

Response: EPA recommends that ATSDR review the PIC emissions
data from the first trial burn of this incinerator as well as
the results of the upcoming second trial burn. Ten potential
PICs were analyzed in the stack gasses during the first trial
burn, all were found to be below the detection limit.

Page 11, Paragraph 2:;
Comment: ATSDR is aware that some hazardous waste incinerator

operators also continuously monitor unburned hydrocarbons in
a CEM system and link the results to AWFSO systems. ATSDR

‘could not find this provision in the Vertac stack monitoring .

description.

Response: CO is considered to be a much more conservative
estimate of destruction efficiency than unburned hydrocarbons.
Therefore, AWFSOs have and will continue to be triggered by
CO levels, rather than the less sensitive parameter,.unburned

‘hydrocarbons. However, the Vertac Site Contractors’have added

CEM for unburned hydrocarbons in the stack gasses. This was
done sometime after the first trial burn. CEM of unburned

- hydrocarbons will occur during the second trial burn and

continuously thereafter, when burning waste.
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Page 11, Paragraph:2:v-—---

Comment: It may intuitively seem preferable to rely on the
more conservative indicator of performance such as CO,
however, such an indicator can trigger AWFSO systems more than
necessary, which in turn could disrupt cptimal incineration
efficiency. Such disruptions may ultimately result in
increased total mass emissions of pollutants to the air.

Response: The implication that increased fugitive emissions
are likely to occur, due to a large number of AWFSOs related
to the CO interlock system is unfounded. When an AWFSO occurs
at the Vertac incinerator, depending upon the specifics that
trigger the cutoff, the temperature is maintained in the kiln
and secondary combustion chamber, POHCs are still being burned
in the kiln and in the secondary chamber, and no gasses leave
the system before they have been burned. Furthermore, to date
there have been no significant operational problems associated
with high CO levels and AWFSOs at the Vertac incinerator.

Page 12, Paragraph 2;

Comment: 2,4,5-Trichlorobenzene is listed in the documents
reviewed by ATSDR. There is no such iscmer. Perhaps 2,4,5~-
Trichlorophenol is the isomer intended. :

Response: That is, correct. 2,4,5-Trichlorobenzene is a
typographical error, and 2,4,5-Trichlorophenol was meant.

Page 13, Paragraph 3;

Comment: The ambient air samplers should monitor for
compounds related to both stack emissions and fugitive
emissions that could result from materials handling, including
drum handling operations.

Response: The list of compounds measured under the ambient
air monitoring program was developed to monitor for both stack
emissions and fugitive emissions related to materials
handling. The program requires monitoring for dioxins,
herbicides, semi-volatiles, and particulates.

To summarize the air monitoring program, Phase 1 air
monitoring was conducted from April 23, 1990 to May 14, 1990,
in seven three-day sampling periods. The purpose was to
evaluate the background air guality.

Phase 2 of the ambient air monitoring program was implenented
during the trial burn field operations'between August 30, 1990
and December 10, 1990. Monitoring was conducted for 102
calendar days, consisting of 34, three-day, sampling periods.
Six sampling stations were utilized to monitor for dioxins,
herbicides, semi-volatiles and particulates. At no time
during the 102 days of monitoring were any of the action
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levels exceeded for any of the selected parameters. s e -

For Phase 3, of the program, EPA will conduct a minimum of 42
days of monitoring during the commencement of the production
burn. Additional monitoring will be contingent ~upon the
results of the initial monitoring.

Page 13, Paragraph 4;

Comment: When reviewing the overall stack and ambient air
monitoring system, several observations can be made. First,
the CEM stack monitoring provisions are the only continuous
real time monitoring indicators that could be used - for
detecting incineration process upsets, which, in turn, could
result in possible imminent exposure to nearby residents. 1In
addition, fugitive air releases from materials handling would
not be indicated by the CEM provisions; and may or may not be
detected by the ambient air samplers, depending upon
meteorologic conditions and sample collection averaging
effects. '

Response: The purpose of conducting ambient air monitoring
is to ensure that the incinerator is operating such that the
health and safety of the nearby residents is protected. Very
conservative, -acceptable levels for long-term residential
exposure were developed in conjunction with ATSDR. Because
the concentrations of the materials being monitored for, are
so low, three days of continuous sample collection are
required to exceed instrumentation detéction limits. Because
the action levels are based on long-term exposure, a three-
day sampling period provides the information necessary to
ensure that safe air quallty is maintained. As yet, all the
data show that ambient air concentrations are far below any
health concern levels, and there are no indications that the
operation of the incinerator or the materials handling
operations are causing health-related risks to the nearby

residents.

Page 18, Paragraph 2;

Comment: The use of CO as a CEM indicator of performance,
which is required by RCRA, may result in more trippirig of
AWFSO devices than would otherwise be necessary. It might be
feasible to concurrently monitor unburned total hydrocarbon
emissions to refine the need for AWFSOs. Frequent and/or
unnecessary triggering of AWFSO could result in ultimate
increases in total systems emissions.

Response: An AWFSO does “not mean that there are fugitive

.emissions being released from the incinerator. CO is a more

sensitive indicator of combustion efficiency and, therefore,
will continue to be the trigger for AWFSOs. To date, excess
triggering of the AWFSO systen has not been a problem at the
Vertac incinerator.
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Page 19, Paragraph 1;

Comment: There 1is concern regarding the possibility for a
significant release of volatile materials on-site during waste
and drum handling operations. Since the ambient air samplers
have a delayed analytic response, it is not clear how such a
release would be detected or characterized in a timely manner.

Response: All reasonable precautions have been implemented
to reduce the possibilities of fugitive volatile emissions
from spills and from the mishandling of drums during their
transport to the incinerator. Because of the double and
triple overpacks used on these drums and the relatively few
drums that are moved at any given time, the chance for a
significant offsite release is extremely small. In addition,
any spill would be detected by site workers and would result
in immediate cleanup procedures. Details of the actions to
be taken in the event of a spill can be found in the Health
and Safety Plan, dated November 30, 1990.
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HAR % 2 1961

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Request for ATSDR Review of Vertac Onsite
Operable Unit 1 Proposed Remedy

FROM: Sam Becker, Chief W?ﬁu

Superfund Enforcement Branch, 6H-E

TO: Carl Hickam
ATSDR Region 6 Representative

Attached please find the EPA Region 6 proposed plan to remedy onsite operable
unit 1 of the Vertac Superfund site, which is located in Jacksonville, Arkansas.

As we discussed today, this is the formal request for ATSDR to perform an
expedited review, for protection of public health, of the proposed remedy.

Because the Region is expecting to propose a remedy to the public in mid-April
and select a final remedy in mid-June, 1991, an expedited review by ATSDR
would be greatly appreciated.

As we discussed, the Region will be happy to present the proposed remedy and
supporting information, to ATSDR at any location, be it in Dallas, Atlanta, or
at the site itself. Given the schedule for selecting a remedy, it is suggested
that the Region meet with ATSDR sometime before April 15, 1991.

Please contact me with regard to setting up a meeting time. O0Of course, if you
or your staff have any questions at all, please contact me or the project
manager, M. S. Ramesh, at (214) 655-6582.
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PROPOSED PLAN OF ACTION
Vertac Superfund Site
Jacksonville, Arkansas
March 1991
EPA ANNOUNCES PROPOSED PLAN
This Proposed Plan identifies the preferred option for addressing

the onsite contamination problems at the Vertac site. 1In addition,

the Plan includes summaries of other alternatives analyzed for this
site. This document is issued by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), the lead agency for site activities. EPA will select
a final remedy for the Vertac onsite area only after the
information submitted during the comment period has been reviewed

and considered during the decision-making process.

EPA is 1issuing this Proposed Plan as part of its public
participation responsibilities under the Superfund law [Section
117(a) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation
and Liability Act (CERCLA) as amended in 1986.] (Words in bold are
further defined in the Glossary.) This document summarizes the
information that can be found in greater detail in the Vertac Site
Remedial Investigation and Focused Feasibility Study for Operable
Unit #1 report and other documents in the Administrative Record for
the Vertac site. EPA encourages the public to review these
documents in order to gain a more comprehensive understanding of
the site and Superfund activities that have been conducted. The

Administrative Record is available at the EPA office in Dallas and
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the following locations:
City Hall Arkansas Department of Pollution
Jacksonville, Arkansas Contrcl & Ecology (ADPC&E)
8001 National Drive
Little Rock, Arkansas
The public is invited to comment on the remedial alternatives
described in the Remedial Investigation/Focused Feasibility Study
for Vertac Onsite Operable Unit #1, the Proposed Plan of Action and
the Administrative Record. The public comment period begins on

and ends .

During the public comment period, written ccomments may be submitted

to:

Verne McFarland

Community Relations Coordinator

U.S. EPA, Region 6 (6H-MC)

1445 Ross Avenue

Dallas, TX 75202-2733
An open house is scheduled for at the

, Jacksonville, Arkansas.

Come by between p.m. and p.m. to informally discuss the

Proposed Plan and other alternatives with EPA officials.

Additionally, oral comments will be accepted at a public meeting

on at P.m. at the ’
Jacksonville, Arkansas. EPA will respond to all comments in a
document called a Responsiveness Summary. The Responsiveness

Summary will be sent to all those who comment in writing or at the
public meeting and will be attached to the Record of Decision. It
will also bhe made available to the public in the information

repositories. The Record of Decision explains the final remedy



37 -ot IS0S

3
selected to correct contamination problems and to pmptect the
public’s health at a Superfund site. The final remedy could Dbe
different from the preferred alternative, described herein,
depending upon new information FPA may consider as a result of

public comments.

INTRODUCTTION

In July 1989, Hercules Incorporated, a Potentially Responsible
Party (PRP), signed an Adﬁinistrative Order on Consent with EPA to
conduct a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) of
the manufacturing areags {(onsite) of the Vertac plant. The RI/FS,
which is being conducted in two phases (or operable units), focuses
on the central process area and areas immediately adjacent to it.
The central process area was the main location for the manufacture

of herbicides during the plant was in operation,

The first phase (Operable Unit #1) addresses above-ground media,
such as buildings and other structures, chemical process and
storage tanks, equipment and instruments, leftover chemicals,
process wastes, etc. 1in tanks, drums and plastic bags, and
contaminated scils removed from residential yards and a drainage
ditch, The second phase (Operable Unit #2) addresses onsite
soils, underground storage tanks and utility conduits, and
groundwater. Hercules has contracted with Roy F. Weston, Inc., a
consulting engineering company, to conduct the RI/FS under EPA

oversight. The first phase of the RI/FS was completed in March
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1991.

Based on the findings of the Operable Unit #1 RI/FS, EPA has
proposed a plan of action to correct onsite contamination problems
to protect the public’s health at the Vertac site., These actions
include onsite incineration of leftover chemicals in the process
and storage tanks, spent (used) activated carbon stored in bulk
storage tanks and drums, containerized materials such as discarded
plant personnel clothing, drainage ditch sediments, remedial
investigation wastes, oily leachate from the onsite french drain
system, etc., soils brought onsiEe from offsite removal action and
now stored onsite in plastic bags, plant trash and pallets which
have been shredded and stored in plastic bags, and transformer
oils, and onsite consolidation of debris from demolishing the
buildings and equipment in an above-ground double-lined vault. The
Proposed Plan of Action was determined following a comprehensive
evaluation of several remedial alternatives. The remedial
alternatives considered are described in detail in the Remedial
Investigation and Focused Feasibility Study report for Operable
Unit #1. This Proposed Plan of Action swnmarizes the preferred
alternative as well as other remedial alternatives which are

considered in the Feasibility Study report.

HISTORY OF THE VERTAC SITE

The first facilities on the Site (see Figure 1 for the plant'’s

location) were constructed by the U.S. Government in the 1930s and
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1940s. These facilities were part of a munitions complex that
extended beyond the present site boundaries. Little is known about
government operations:thaﬁ occurred on land that is now part of
the Site. 1In 1948, the Reasor-Hill Company purchased the property
and converted the operations to manufacture insecticides such as
DDT, aldrin, dieldrin, and toxaphene. During the 1950s, Reasor-
Hill manufactured herbicides such as 2,4—dicplorophenoxyacetic acid
{2,4-D), 2,4,S—trichlorophenoxyaéetic acid (2,4,5,-T), and 2,4,5~
trichlorophenoxypropionic acid (2,4,5,-TP), which is also called
Silvex. Drums of organic material were stacked in ah open field
immediately southwest of the production area, and untreated process

water was discharged from the western end of the plant to Rocky

Branch Creek.

Hercules Powder Company purchased the Reasor-Hill property and
plant in 1961 and continued to manufacture and formulate
herbicides. The drums that were in the open area southwest of the
central process area were buried in what is now referred to as the
Reasor-Hill landfill. From 1964 to 1968, Hercules produced all of
the herbicide Agent Orange, a 2,4,5-T/2,4-D mixture, that the U.S.
Government demanded it produce. Hercules discontinued operations

at the Site in 1971.

From 1971 to 1976, Hercules leased the plant site to Transvaal,
Inc. (Transvaal), a predecessor company of Vertac. Transvaal

resumed production of 2,4-D and intermittently produced 2,4,5-T.
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Organic materials from these manufacturing processes were stored
and then buried onsite in what is now referred to as the North
landfill. Transvaal purchased the property and plant from Hercules
in 1976. In 1978, Transvaal underwent a Chapter XI bankruptcy
reorganization and ownership of the Site was transferred from
Transvaal to the new company, Vertac Chemical Corporation, which
is the present owner. Vertac operated the plant until 1986. On
31 January 1987, Vertac abandoned the Site. The U.S. EPA and
Hercules took over management of the Site. This management has
included the maintenance and overpacking of nearly 29,000 drums of
organic material by U.S. EPA. Hercules has maintained treatment
of groundwater collected in french drains, which were constructed
downgradient of the landfills, and surface water runcff collected

in ditches that drain to sumps.

Currently, there are no manufacturing 2perations at the Site. At
the time operations were shut down, Vertac "mothballed" the plant.
Mothballing involved flushing process lines and draining many of
the process vessels. Continuing activities at the site include
operation of the water treatment plant by Hercules. The water
treatment plant treats surface water runoff and groundwater by
phase-separation follcwed by adsorption through granular activated
carbon. A series of drainage ditches and sumps, which surround the
central process area, collects surface runoff and pumps it to the
water treatment pian, A french drain system that runs along the

western and southern sides of the burial and process areas is
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designed to intercept groundwater downgradient of the landfills and
transport the groundwater to the water treatment plant. The
treated effluent is discharged td the Jacksgnville West Wastewater

{
Treatment Plant.

The Vertac site was added to the National Priorities List (NPL) of
hazardous waste sites in 1982. Once the site was placed on the
NPL, money available from the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, commonly called Superfund,
could be used to study the problems at Vertac and find ways to

correct them to protect the public health and the environment.

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY STUDY

The Vertac onsite investigation area is shown in Figure 2. Under
the terms of an AOC, Hercules began Operable Unit #1 investigation
in July 1989 and completed the RI/FS in February 1991. The purpose
of the investigation was to characterize the probable nature and
extent of 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)
distribution and other selected substances related to manufacture

of phenoxy herbicides in the following above-ground materials and

equipment:
0 Contents and residues that are left over in process vessels.
0 Miscellaneous containerized materials that are currently

stored onsite, inciuding spent carbon, french drain oily

leachate, plant trash, pallets, containerized soils, and other
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containerized disposables.
o Process and administrative buildings and structures.
(o} Process equipment (i.e., vessels, reactors, piping, and
pumps ) .
o Materials used to construct, add to, and maintain the chemical

processing units and buildings (i.e., asbestos siding and
insulation, and polychlorinated biphonyls (pcbs) in electrical

equipment).

Operable Unit #1 media was analyzed for several physical and
chemical parameters. 2,3,7,8-TCDD, 2,4-D, 2,4,5-T, chlorophenols,
toluene, and asbestos were among the contaminants detected in the

media.

The concept for the Focused Feasibility for Operable Unit #1 was
based on the clear need for timely action and the need for an
expedited, long-term remedy using proven technologies. The purpose
of the Focused Feasibility Study was to determine which of the
onsite media could be incinerated and which could be consolidated.
The decision to focus on incineration as the primary remedial
technology for materials contained in vessels and drums was based
on the regulatory restrictions imposed on disposal of F-listed
materials and the ability tc burn selected materials in Operable
Unit #1 using the incinerator currently being used onsite for

incinerating the 29,(00-plus drums.
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The problems at the Vertac Superfund site are complex and therefore
the site remediation can be accomplished most efficiently in five

Parts or operable units. These are:

o Operable Unit One: ADPCSE issued an order in 1979 that
required Vertac, Inc. to 1improve their hazardous waste
practices, and in 1980 EPA and ADPC&E jointly filed suit in
federal district court against Vertac, Inc. and Hercules, Inc.
A Consent Decree entered into by EPA, ADPC&E, Vertac and
Hercules in January 1982 required an independent consultant
to assess the conditions of onsite wastes and to develcop a
prOposéd disposal method for the wastes. The proposal, called
the "Vertac Remedy," was deemed by EPA to be unsatisfactory
and EPA returned to court in early 1984 for a resolution. The
court decided in favor of the proposed remedy, which was

implemented in the summer of 1984 and completed in July 1986.

As part of the remedy, the Vertac plant cooling water pond and
the equalization basin were closed and sediments from these
units were removed and placed into an excavated area where
earlier operators had buried drums of waste. The burial area
was capped and a French drain and leachate collection system
were installed around the burial areas. Ground water
monitoring wells were also installed and & ground water

monitoring program was initiated. The remedy did not address:
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a) drums of still bottom wastes from the manufacturing process
stored onsite or 2) contaminated process eguipment, surface

soils, and buildings.

Operahle Unit Two: In 1989, ADPC&E signed a contract to have
the 29,000 plus barrels of waste incinerated onsite. The
State used funds from a trust fund that was established when
Vertac went bankrupt. Incineration of these wastes began in

Fall 1999.

Operable Unit Three: A Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study was completed in June 1990 for the Vertac off-site areas
contaminated with 2,3,7,8-TCDD. Off-site areas include the
Rocky Branch Creek and Bayou Meto Flood Plain and stream
sediments, sewer 1lines, o0ld (abandoned) sewage ¢treatment
plant, and the West Wastewater Treatment Plant. EPA selected

a remedy and signed a Record of Decision in September 1990.

Operahle Unit Four: This phase addresses the above-ground

features at the Vertac site (onsite Operable Unit #1).

Operable Unit Five: This phase addresses the so0ils,
underground storage tanks and conduits, and groundwater at the
Vertac site (onsite Operable Unit #2). The RI/FS for this

]

phase is scheduled for completion in the spring of 1992.
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This proposed plan addresses Operable Unit Four (onsite QU #1).
The remedial investigation findings indicated that the tank
contents, spent carbon, containerized materials {such as oily
leachate), bagged soils, shredded trash and pallets, transformer
oils (PCBs), and asbestos in building and process equipment and
priping insulation, if allowed to enter the environment would be a
principal threat to human health and the enviromment. The remedial
objectives for these media are tp prevent future exposure through

treatment and/or permanent containment.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS -

A Tisk assessment is a scientific procedure which uses facts and
assumptions to estimate the potential for adverse effects on human
health from exposure to chemicals. Risk 1is determined by
evaluating known chemical exposure limits and actual chemical
concentrations on site. The actual chemical concentrations are
compared to the exposure to a known amount of the chemical shown
to cause harm. The risk potential is expressed in terms of the
chance of a disease occurring. Conservative assumptions that weigh
in favor of protecting human health are made in this calculation.
To protect human health, the EPA is most concerned with the
probability that exposure to specific chemicals may result in

cancer,

The national risk of developing some form of cancer from everyday

sources over a 70-year life span is estimated at three in ten.
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Activities such as too much exposure to the sun, occupational
exposures, or smoking habits contribute to this high risk. The
three in ten probability is the "natural incidence" of cancer. To
protect human health, the EPA has set the risk range of one in ten
thousand tc one in one million excess cancer risk as a goal for
Superfund * sites. These may also be described by scientific
notation: 1x10° to 1x10°. A risk level of 1 in 1,000,000 means
that one additional person out of 1 million people exposed could
develop cancer as a result of extensive exposure to the remedial

site.

The risk assessment begins by evaluating the current site risk,
also called site base line risk, posed to human health by the
Vertac site. For Operable Unit #1, chemicals of concern are
2,3,7,8~-TCbD, 2,4-D, 2,4,5-T, chlorophenols, chlorobenzenes, etc.
Currently there is no guidance for performing a base line risk
assessment for contaminants contained in tanks, drums, plastic
bags, etc. However, a scenario where shredded trash/pallets would
burn and release smoke was developed to estimate risk.
Trash/pallets was chosen because this media is combustible and has
a high 2,3,7,8-TCDD concentratioﬁ. 1t was éssumed that a receptor
at the plant fence line would inhale smoke for a l1l2-hour period.
The resultant excess cancer risk due to inhaling 2,3,7,8-TCDD in
smoke is 1.9 E-04, which is above the acceptable range. Similarly,
other media, such as tank contents, oily leachate, etc., can pose

a hiah risk, if released into the environment. A base iine risk



75l of J505

15
assessment for the surface soils and groundwater will be performed

during Operable Unit #2 RI/FS.

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES l '

Five remedial alternatives were developed to provide an appropriate

range of options and sufficient information to compare among

alternatives. The alternatives include:

(o] Alternative 1: No action.

(o} Alternative 2: Onsite secure storage with onsite 1lined
consolidation/containment unit.

o Alternative 3; Offsite incineration with onsite 1lined
consolidation/containment unit.

0 Alternative 4: Onsite incineration with onsite 1lined
consolidation/containment unit.

o) Alternative 5: Onsite incineration with offsite disposal.

Alternative 1

The no action alternative for Operable Unit 1 media at the Site

provides a basis for comparing existing site conditions with those

resulting from implementation of the other proposed alternatives.

Under the no action alternative, no additional measures would be

used to remediate contaminant sources. Access to the Site would

be prohibited only by the existing site fence. Therefore, public

access would only be passively restricted. No institutional

controls, facility maintenance, or monitoring would be implemented.

Implementing no remedial activities for the Operable Unit 1 media
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at the Site allows the existing contaminant sources to remain in
place. The potential for exposure to contaminants is not reduced

in this alternative.

The Superfund program requires that a no action alternative be
considered at every site as a basis of comparison when evaluating
other alternatives. This alternative would not decrease the
toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants or reduce public
health or envirommental risks. Also, this alternative would not
comply with State and Federal environmental regqulations, and

therefore, would not be favored by EPA.

Alternative 2
The onsite secure storage alternative would involve interim storage
that complies with standards for the more hazardous contents of
process vessels and drums onsite. This storage would be an interim
remedy that would be used until ﬁore cost—éffective and efficient
remedial technologies become available. The major components of
this alternative include:

0 Construction of a storage building {(see Figure 3) capable of
containing the process vessel contents and drummed onsite
wastes (spent carbon, french drain oily leachate, and other
containerized materials). PCB transformer oils and compacted
Regina Paint Building drums would also be contained.

o Construction of a permanent (long-term) aboveground, lined

consolidation/containment unit (see Figure 4), and packing of
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the asbestos-containing materials and the demolition debris
into the unit,
Abatement of friable asbestos—-containing materials (ACM),
including pipe insulation and possibly building
shingles/tiles.
Emptying the contents of the process vessels into compatible
containers.
Demolition of the buildings and process equipment in the
central process area and the Regina Paint Building to the
ground surface, with the exception of the bagged éoil storage
building and the bermed and tarped area containing bagged
trash and pallets. These latter facilities would continue to
function as interim storage units. The demolition debris and
process equipment would be put into the consolidation/
containment unit. The active water treatment plant would not
be demolished.
Pericdic inspection of the container storage building and the

consolidation/containment unit.

Cost - 20.7 million dollars

Time to implement - 2 years

This alternative does not comply with ARARs, does not reduce

toxicity, mobility, or volume of wastes, and is an interim remedy.

Therefore, EPA does not favor this alternative.

Alternative 3 ;

!

This alternative would involve the transport of those wastes that
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could not be consolidated onsite to an incinerator (see Figure 5)

permitted to treat dioxin-contaminated materials. Those materials

that could be consolidated would be packed in a lined

consolidation/containment unit onsite. The main components of this

alternative include:

Q

Emptying of process vessels, bulk storage containers, PCB
transformers, and recontainerizing the contents in containers
suitable for transport to an offsite facility.

Compaction of the metal drums located inside the Regina Paint
Building and placement intc 85-gallon overpacks.

Loading of the above materials as well as -the drummed
materials (spent carbon, french drain oily leachate, and other
containerized materials) for transport on semitrailers to an
offsite hazardous waste incineration facility.

Construction of a permanent (long-term) above-ground lined
consolidation/containment unit onsite and packing of the
asbestos—-containing materials, and demolition debris, into the
unit.

Asbestos abatement of friable asbestos$-containing materials,
including pipe insulation and possibly' building
shingles/tiles.

Demolition of the central process area to the ground surface,
with the exception of the active water treatment plant. The
Regina Paint Building would also be demolished.

Periodic ingspection of the consolidation/containment unit.

Shredcded trash and pallets and containerized soils are
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evaluated as part of both the onsite consolidation/containment and

the offsite incinceration technologies.

= Option A: The shredded trash' and pallets and
containerized soils would be packed into the
consolidation/containment unit along with the
demolition debris, and any asbestos-containing

materials.

- Option B: The shredded trash and pallets and
containerized soils would be loaded onto
semitrailers for transport to an offsite hazardous

waste incineration facility.

- Option C: The shredded trash and pallets would be
packed into the consolidation/containment unit and
the containerized soils would be 1locaded onto
semitrailers for transport to an offsite hazardous

waste incineration facility.

Cost - Option A - 18.5 million dollars
Option B - 30.1 million dollars
Option C - 24.9 million dollars
Time to Implement - 4 years (assuming a commercial permitted

facility is available)
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So far & commercial facility has not been permitted for
incineration of dioxin wastes. The actual cost for implementing
this remedy could be higher, depending upon the location of the
facility that cculd become available. Therefore, EPA does not

favor this remedy.

Alternative 4

This alternative would involve incineration of some of the more

hazardous materials and consolidation of the other materials in an

onsite consolidation/containment unit. This alternative resembles

Alternative 3 except that the incineration would be performed

onsite instead of offsite. This alternative would comply with the

RCRA requirements for the treatment of the more concentrated

materials (process vessel contents, spent carbon, french drain oily

leachate, and PCB transformer cils). The major components of this
alternative are:

o] Onsite incineration of the process vessel contents, spent

!
carbon, french drain oil leachate, PCB transformer oils,
shredded trash, Regina Paint Building drums (empty), and other
containerized materials.

o) Asbestos abatement for friable asbestos—-containing materials,
These materials would include pipe insulation and possibly
building shingles/tiles.

e} Demclition of the buildings and equipment in the central

process area and the Regina Paint Building to the ground

surface. This includes buildings, piping, debris, and process
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equipment, except for the water treatment plant.
o Construction of a permanent (long-term) above-ground lined
consolidation/containment unit, and packing of the demolition
debris, andféspestos—containing materials into the unit.
o) Delisting of the incinerator residues and packing the solids
(salts) and ash into the consolidation/containment unit.
o] Periodic inspection of the consolidation/containment unit.
Q Shredded trash and pallets and containerized soils are
evaluated as part of both the onsite consolidation/containment
and incineration technologies.
= Option A: The shredded trash and pallets and
containerized soild would be packed into the
consolidation/containment wunit along with the
demolition debris and asbestos—-containing materials.

= Option B: The shredded trash and pallets and
containerized soils would be incinerated onsite
along with the other incinerable media.

- Option C: The shredded trash and pallets would be
packed into the consolidation/containment unit and

the containerized soils would be incinerated onsite.

Cost - Option A - 18.7 million dollars
Option B - 27.6 million dollars
Option C - 23.5 million dollars

Time to implement - 3 years

Alternative 4 - Option B is EPA’s preferred alternative because it
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is protective of public health and the environment and meets the
federal envircnmental resulations that treatment technologies be
used that permanently reduce the mobility, toxicity, and volume of

the contaminants to the maximum extent practicable.

Alternative 5

This alternative would involve incineration of all materials

characterized during Operable Unit 1 and disposal of the delisted

incineration residues in an offsite landfill. This alternative
offers a permanent remedial solution for each media, although
s

implementation and cost of this solution may be prohibitive. The

major components of this alternative are:

(6] Asbestos abatement of friable asbestog-containing materials.
These materials would incl&de pipe insulation and possibly
building shingle/tiles.

a Demolition of the buildings and equipment in the central
process area and the Regina Paint Building to the ground
surface. This includes buildings, piping, debris, and process
equipment, except the water treatment plant.

o Onsite incineration of Operable Unit 1 materials. This
includes process vessel contents, french drain oily‘leachate,
spent carbon, PCB transformer cils, shredded trash, shredded
pallets, Regina Paint Buillding drums, nonasbestos-containing
building materials, process equipment, process piping,

containerized soils, other containerized materials, and

debris.
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o Delisting of incinerator residues and disposal of these
residues in an offsite landfill.
Cost — 68.9 million dollars
Time to implement - 5 years
EPA does not favor this alternative because incineration of
buildings and equipment is not necessary to protect public health,

would be difficult to implement and not cost effective.

EXPLANATION OF EVALUATION CRITERIA

U.S. EPA uses nine criteria, or standards, to evaluate alternatives
for addressing a hazardous waste site. The remedy ultimately
selected for a site must meet all nine criteria. They are as
follows:

1. Overall Protection of Public Health and the Environment

This criterion addresses the way in which a potential remedy would
reduce, eliminate, or control the risks posed by the site to human
health and the environment. The methods used to achieve an
adequate level of protection may be through engineering controls,
treatment techniques, or other controls such as restrictions on the
future use of the site. Total elimination of risk is often
impecssible to achieve. However, a remedy must minimize riskx to

assure that human health and the environment would be protected.

2. Compliance with ARARS
Compliance with ARARs, or "applicable or relevant and appropriate

laws and regulations," assures that a selected remedy will meet all
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related federal, state, and local requirements. The requirements
may specify maximum concentrations of chemicals that can remain at
a site; design or perforhance requirements for treatment
technologies; and restricticns that may limit potential remedilal

activities at a site because of its location.

3. Long-Term Effectiveness or Permanence
This criterion addresses the ability of a potential remedy to
reliably protect human health and the environment over time, after

1
the remedial goals have been accomplished.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of Contaminants

This criterion assesses how effectively a proposed remedy will
address the contamination problems. Factors considered include the
nature of the treatment process; the amount of hazardous materials
that will be destroyed by the treatment process; how effectively
the process reduces the toxicity, mobility, or volume of waste; and
the type and quantity of contamination that will remain after

treatment.

5. Short-Term Effectiveness

This criterion addresses the time factor. Technologies often
require several years for implementation. A potential remedy is
evaluated for the length of time required for implementation and
the potential impact on human health and the environment during

the remediation.
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6. Implementability
Implementability addresses the ease with which a potential remedy
can be put ir place. Factors such as availability of materials aud

services are considered.

7. Cost

Costs (including <capital costs required for design and
construction, and projected long-term maintenance costs) are
considered and compared to the benefit that will result from

implementing the remedy.

8. State Acceptance
The state has an opportunity to review the FS and Proposed Plan and
offer comments to U.S. EPA. A state may agree with, oppose, or

have no comment on the U.S. EPA preferred alternative.

9. Community Acceptance

During the public comment period, interested persons oOr
grganizations may comment on the alternatives. U.S. EPA considers
these comments in making its final selection. The comments are
addressed in a document called a;responsiveness summary, which is

part of the Record of Decision for the site.

The nine criteria are categorized into three groups: threshold

criteria, primary balancing criteria, and modifying criteria. The
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threshold criteria must be satisfied in order for an alternative
to be eligible for selection. The primary balancing criteria are
used to weigh major tradeoffs among alternatives. The modifying
criteria are taken into account after public comment is received

on the Proposed Plan.

Threshold Criteria

o Overall protection of human health and the environment

0 Compliance with ARARs (applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements of other Federal and State environmental

statutes)

Primary Balancing Criteria

0 Long-term effectiveness and permanence

o) Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatment
o Short-term effectiveness

0 Implementability

0 Cost

Modifying Criteria
0 State acceptance

e} Community acceptance

'EVALUATION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

The preferred alternative for remediating the Vertac onsite
Operable Unit #1 media is Alternative 4-Option B. Based on the

current. informaticn, this alternative would appear to provide the

B e A
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best balance among the alte;natives with respect to the criteria
that EPA uses to evaluate‘alternatives- This section describes the
performance of the preferred alternative against the seven criteria
(two threshold plus five primary criteria) and discusses how it
compares to the other alternatives considered.

Overall Protection. All of the alternatives, with the exception
of the "no action" alternative, would provide a certain level of
protection of human health and the environment by eliminating,
reducing, or controlling risks through treatment, consolidation in
a containment unit, or long-term storage. Alternative 2 is not
considered a permanent solution because the materials of most
concern (such as tank contents, spent carbon, etc.) remain onsite
untreated. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would provide overall
protectiveness of human health and the environment to the same

degree by treatment and/or consolidation in a containment unit.

Compliance With Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARs). Very few ARARs are applicable to the media of concern.
Of those that do apply (such as TSCA requirements for treatment of
PCBs), no action would not comply with any of them. Alternative
2 also does not comply with ARARs because TSCA requirements for
treatment of PCBs will not be satisfied and onsite storage beyond
one year would be a violation of RCRA. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5

meet or exceed the ARARs and remedial action goals.

Long~-Term Effectiveness and Permanence. Under the "no action"
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dlternative, risk will remain or increase as the plant continues
to deteriorate. Secure storage bf the moré hazardous wastes in a
building onsite (Alternative 2) would not be considered a permanent
solution. Alternative 5 would be considered the most permanent
remedy wich the lowest residual risk since all contaminated media
would be treated by incineration. Alternatives 3 and 4 provide the
same degree of effectiveness by treatment and consolidation of
wastes 1n a containment unit, and are fully protective of human

health.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of Contaminants Through
Treatment. There is no reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume
through treatment in Alternatives 1 and 2. Alternatives 3 and 4
achieve the same degree of reduction of toxicity, mobility, or
volume through treatment. Alternative 5 provides the greatest

reductions in toxicity, mobility, and volume.

Short-Term Effectiveness. This criterion is not applicable to
Alternative 1 since no action would be taken. Increased risk to
community, workers, and the environment during the implementation

of the remaining alternatives would be the same.

Implementability. This criterion is not applicable to no action
alternative. The technologies involved in implementing Alternative
2 are all proven, and commercially available (i.e., construction,

demolition, asbestos abatement, etc.). So far no commercial




968 ot 1505

32
facilityv has been permitted to incinerate dioxin containing'wastes
and therefore, Alternative 3 is not implementable. Alternatives
4 and 5 are implementable, but incinerating buildings and process

equipment (Alternative 5) would be a very difficult task,

Cost. The total cost for the preferred Alternative 1is $27.6
million. The cost for the action alternatives range from $18.5

million to $68.9 million.

State Acceptance. The Arkansas Department of Pollution Control and
Ecology has been briefed on the Feasibility Study and the Proposed
Plan. The State generally provides comments during the public

comment period.

Community Acceptance. Community acceptance of the preferred
alternative will be evaluated after the public comment period ends

o,

and will be described in the Record of Decision.

SUMMARY OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The preferred alternative for remediating the Vertac Onsite
Cperable Unit #)1 media is Alternative 4-Option B, because this
alternative is fully protective of the human health and the
environment, meets or exceeds ARARs, reduces the toxicity, mobility
or volume of the contaminants by treatment to the maximum extent
practicable, is cost effective, and is implementable. In this

alternative, contents of process vessels, spent carbon,
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containerized materials (i.e., oily leachate), bagged soils,
shredded trash/pallets, and transformer oil would be incinerated
cnsite. Buildings and process equipment would be demolished after
asbestos abatement and consclidated in the onsite consolidation
unit. The treatment residuals (such as incinerator ash) will be
delisted and thus will no longer be subject té_RCRA Subtitle C
hazardous waste regulations. The treatment residuals will be
managed in accordance with the RCRA Subtitle D (solid waste)

requirements and/or State so0lid waste disposal requirements.

Environmental Indicators. In the preferred remedy approximately
6300 cubic yards of hazardous waste materials would be treated by
onsite 1incineration and about 23,800 cubic yards of debris
resulting from demolition of building and equipment would be

consolidated in an onsite containment unit.
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PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT
FOTA-EXEMPT

Can EPA ensure that cap maintenance and security measures be
maintained in perpetuity?

Under CERCLA, operation and maintenance (0O & M)
responsibilities, which include maintaining institutional
controls, generally cease for Fund-financed actions after
ten years following remedial action completion. See NCP
Section 300.435(f). However, no such ten-year limitation
for O & M periods apply to PRP-conducted actions, and EPA
lacks the authority to prevent a PRP from going bankrupt or
ceasing. to exist. However, EPA can require a PRP to present
periodic information concerning its financial well-being,
which at least would alert EPA of imminent financial
problenms.

Furthermore, in the instance of the Vertac site, the Vertac
Receiver has expressed a willingness and desire to impose,
on a voluntary basis, deed appropriate deed restrictions
that will run with the land and would ensure that land use
be restricted to industrial activities and would alert any
future purchaser of the fact that hazardous substances are
capped in place.

Generally, CERCIA’s O & M requirements are modelled on
RCRA’s closure requirements found at 40 CFR Subpart G.
Specifically, 40 CFR § 264.117 directs that post-closure
requirements apply for a thirty-year period after the date
of closure completion.

Is there an inconsistency in the revised approach not to
treat soils as a principal threat when viewing the site as a
whole since soils were characterized as the princ1pal threat
in the original OU 2 proposed plan?

In the initial proposed plan for OU 2, treatment by
incineration of approxlmately 8 grids of soil was a
principal element in driving soil risk to an acceptable
level. However, because capping beneath one foot of
compacted soils is the principal element of the supplemental
proposed plan for OU 2, treatment is not regarded to be
appropriate or necessary. Therefore, under the revised
approach, the soils no longer are regarded as posing the
principal threat at the site as a whole due to the fact that
treatment is not required to reduce the mobility of the
dioxin in the scils prior to capping, and because once
capped, the soils pose a substantially lesser threat than
other media such as the drummed and tanked wastes.

Is the cap proposed in the draft OU2 ROD adequate to protect
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REGION 6
1445 RDSS AVENUE. SUITE 1200
DALLAS, TEXAS 75202-2733

W2} UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PR

MAR 2 2 1931

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Request for ATSOR Review of Vertac Onsite
Operable Unit 1 Proposed Remedy

FROM: Sam Becker, Chief ﬂ"‘“‘?/‘c”"’?%_
Superfund Enforcement Branch, 6H-E

T0: Carl Hickam
ATSOR Region & Representative

Attached please find the EPA Region 6 proposed plan to rg

..J F - 4 2

OTECTION AGENCY

fedy onsite operable

As we discussed today, this is the formal request for A

R to perform an

unit 1 of the Vertac Superfund site, which 1s located in Jacksonville, Arkansas.
;E

expedited review, for protection of public health, of t

proposed remedy.

Because the Region is expecting to propose a remedy to the puhlic in mid-April

and select a final remedy in mid-June, 1991, an expedited
would he greatly appreciated.

supporting informatjon, to ATSDR at any location, be jtfi

review hy ATSOR

Dallas, Atlanta, or

As we discussed, the Region will be happy to present the ?roposed:remedy and

at the site itself. Given the schedule for selecting ajfr
that the Region meet with ATSDR sometime hefore April 1§,

Please contact me with regard to setting up a meeting tim
ar your staff have any questions at all, please contact m
manager, W, S, Ramesh, at (214) 655-6582.

medy, it 1s suggested
1991,

E. 0f course, if you
or the project
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REGION 6
1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
DALLAS, TEXAS 7§202-2733

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Sampling in Jacksonville, Arkansas

FROM: Ragan Broyles, Chief Vdﬁg{ﬂ*"/
Removal/Sites Section ?é-ES)

TO: Betty Williamson, Chief
Superfund Management Branch (6H-M)

Carl Hickam, Senior Regional Consultant
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry

Per our discussion on July 23, 1990, the Emergency Response
Branch is making the appropriate arrangements to provide for the
sampling of six potential sites in the Jacksonville area. The
sites are:

1. Murrill Taylor School

2. Pinewood Elementary School

3. Roy Hawks residence

4. Potential landfill identified on aerial map
5. Kelly Jones residence (Mayflower, Arkansas.
6. Construction site by Murrill Taylor School

The sampling mission will be conducted by our Technical
Assistance Team (TAT) contractor and is scheduled to begin on
August 13, 1990. The Kelly Jones residence has been deleted from
our assessment list since Ms. Jones’ attorney has not provided
you with her address. In addition, our attempts to contact Ms.
Jones have also been unsuccessful. Soil samples previously
collected by ADPCE from the construction site near Murrill Taylor
school were not analyzed for dioxins. Therefore, we have
instructed our contractor to collect samples for dioxin analysis
from this location.

Based on conversations between you, me and Garret Bondy, I
understand the additional assessments of both, Rebel Drive and
Sewer line, locations will be provided for by the Hazardous Waste
Management Division.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate in contacting
me at 655-2275.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION [AGE{CY
REGION 6 -
1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
DALLAS, TX 75202-2733

December 1, 1995

Mr. Masoud Arjmandi i
Arkansas Department of

Pollution Control and Ecology
8001 National Drive

P.O. Box 8913 ‘
Little Rock, Arkansas 72219-8313 - [

Subject: Request for Comments on the Vertac Superfund Site,
Operable Unit ROD

Dear Mr. Arjmandi:

Please find enclosed the Draft Operable Unit 2 Record of
Decision for the Vertac Superfund Site. We would appreciate
ADPC&E’s review and comments on the draft ROD as quickly as
possible. EPA would like to finalize the ROD and hold an open
house in Jacksonville te discuss the Remedy by December 20th.

incersl

Eul

Richard ERxiart
Remedial Project Manager

N i s oY T R
BT b RS Lt
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iMarch 3, 1986

Yapnath Schneider, 1.0,

Asanciate "oaional Adninistrator
Haalth fare Financing NAdministraticn
Nepartoant nf Health and Human Scorvicos
Farl Czhell Fadaral Nldq.

Nallag, Texas 78270

Naar Nr, Schreidar:

ts we discussed by phone on Febirnapy 12, 1996 T 50 roguesting your
aggistance in nhtaining sorn infarcation from 3 medicsl laboratory
under yonre juricdiction,

For some time, we have hean inyestigating hazardous waste problems
in Jacksnnvilla, Arkangas, As part nf these jpvestigatinng, wo are
svalpating the pnssible connection h:twecn hazardons waste disposal
anrd the death in Septemhepr TU8F nf Jiseph Sheltnn,

Hrina and sepum specimens from Shelton tamily meshers and preserved

araan tisenups of the deceased child were sent ta Favirn-tHoalth Systoog,
Inc.. onf Richardenn, Taxas, tn he evalusted for wvolatile nrgqnic corpnunds ,
chlnrinatad phenals, and phopoxy acid herhicidos,  The results of these
tocte are presently ander svalustion by our staff and the Ngency for

Tavic Syhsgtances and Nigaage Doqictrey (ATSNEY af the Centercs for Nisrase
Captral,  ATSAPR has the regparsihility to cwaluate healith offects

rolsted tn FPA's Suypaerfund investig=tinn, ATSNP t3s advised us that

thoy noed additional infarmaticn on the labaratnry protocols, procedurss
and quality contrnl ysed in the analysis nf the Shelton sanples (see
enclosod momaranduymy Fobrnary 12, 190) . This inforpation 1g NACeASSAry

tn nroperly complete onr evaluyating af the resilts,

Ve wonld appreciate your help in nhtaining the infarmation detailed in

the oanclosure, Pleagn let ma know if T can he af any assistance in

vour offorts, T will Inok farvard to your response

Sincernly,

/a/ Frances E. Phillsps for

Franceg F, V"hillips
Neputy Qaginnal Adivinistrator

“nelngiires

heg: Car) Hickym
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O rmont cart oiwcussion  [Jrigio rar cons iRl ncl
RECORD OF o C
COMM UNICATION Cotuin srrciry)
(Record of frem thackad sbow)
0.
Martha McKee, 6H-ES e
Carl Hickum, CDC Dr. McChesney, AR DOH
BUBECT
ﬁir Sampling at the SIDS Death Residencgl~ : Jacksonville, AR
S/ENARY OF COwwURICATION = —

}- Dr. McChesney was calling to request EPA assistance in conducting air
sampling at the former residence of the couple who's son died. He would
like indocr air sampling conducted to determine the presence of
any airborne contaminants.

He and other health officials, as well as ADPC&E staff, smelled "phenolic odors"
in the house.

I told him I would contact air experts within EPA and see if we could
provide someone to do the sampling. oE

My <initial contacts with ESD and Air Branch staff indicated -that we do not
have anyone in the regional office who can do this kind of smapling.

I told Dr. McChesney that I would check, but that in the meantime, he should
— also seek assistance from the State Industrial Hygenist and OSHA, since they
have more expertise in this area. Carl Hickum will also check with the
Dallas NIOSH office to see if they can assist us. -
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Call back McChesney on Thursday.
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